Assessment of changes in the decision making environment in a Rochester, NY hotel: A 1999 Case study by Phoonphiphattana, Porn-u-ma




Assessment of changes in the decision making
environment in a Rochester, NY hotel: A 1999
Case study
Porn-u-ma Phoonphiphattana
Follow this and additional works at: http://scholarworks.rit.edu/theses
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Thesis/Dissertation Collections at RIT Scholar Works. It has been accepted for inclusion
in Theses by an authorized administrator of RIT Scholar Works. For more information, please contact ritscholarworks@rit.edu.
Recommended Citation
Phoonphiphattana, Porn-u-ma, "Assessment of changes in the decision making environment in a Rochester, NY hotel: A 1999 Case
study" (1999). Thesis. Rochester Institute of Technology. Accessed from
Assessment ofChanges in the Decision Making Environment
in A Rochester, NY Hotel: A 1999 Case Study
By
Porn-u-ma Phoonphiphattana
A project submitted to
The Faculty of the School of Food, Hotel and TourismManagement
at
Rochester Institute ofTechnology






ROCHESTER INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
School of Food, Hotel and Travel Management
Department of Graduate Studies
M.S. Hospitality-Tourism Management
Pnsentation of Thesis/Project Findin~s
Name: Porn-u-ma Phoonph ipha t tana Date: 6/16/95S#: -------
Assessment of Changes in the Decision
TI~~R~eu~: _
Making Environment in A Rochester/NY Hotel:
A 1999 Case Study
Specific Recommendations: (Use other side if necessary.)
Thesis Committee: (1) Dr. Edward B. Stockham
(2) _
OR (3) . _
Faculty Advisor:
Number of Credits Approved: _2 _
/(4T~ J111-------------------------
Date Committee Chairperson's Signature
Ip/,c/qlt"
Date Department Chairperson's Signature
Note: This fonn will not be signed by the Department Chairperson until all corrections,
as suggested in the specific recommendations (above) are completed.




ROCHESTER INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
School of Food, Hotel and Travel Management
Department of Graduate Studies
\
M.S. Hospitality-Tourism. Management
Statement Grantin2 or Denyin2 Permission to Reproduce ThesislProiect
The author of a thesis or project shouid complete one of the following statements
and include this statement as the page following the title page.
Urn -{i mCL ~
I, ' hereby e.tieny) permission to the
Wallace Memorial Library of RI.T., to reproduce the document titled above in
whole or part. Any reproduction will not be for commercial use or profit.
OR
I, . prefer to be contacted each time a






ASSESSMENT OF CHANGES IN DECISION MAKING ENVIRONMENT IN A
ROCHESTER, N.Y.HOTEL: A 1999 CASE STUDY
ABSTRACT
This is a fourth year case study on the detection of changes that have occurred in the
structures and processes that support effective decision makingwithin a hotel in Rochester,
NY. The case study is considered to be a developmental research using a longitudinal
approach. The data collected in this case study were compared to the results of Salaya
Chermsirivattana who conducted the same study in 1996.
The instrument used in this case study was the psychometric, critical incident
questionnaire, "Organizational Team Survey", developed by Boone and Killmann in 1988. TThe
purpose of this case study was to look at changes that occurred in 1996 and 1999. The survey
was conducted in March in 1999 at The Marriott Thruway hotel. The questionnaires were
administered to employees, currently working at the hotel. The employees were asked to
complete a surveywhen they received their paychecks. Participation was done on a volunteer
basis, and individual confidentiality is still maintained. In 1999, there were 64 participants
compared to 83 in 1996.
The data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Significant differences between 1996 and 1999 survey samples were determined using group
t-
Tests. T-tests and P-values between 0.10 and 0.01 were used to detect any significant changes.
Consequently, seventeen comparisons between 1996 and 1999 were found to have statistically
significant differences.
The Organizational Team Survey is composed of four parts. Part I asked the
respondent to briefly describe a work related decision in which he/she was recently involved.
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These decisions were classified as operational short-term decision or strategic long-term
decision.
Part II of the questionnaire displayed thirty-two randomly placed questions. The
set of
thirty questions was divided in six main factors: factor1 -Multiple Inputs and Alternatives,
factor 2-Problem Identification, factor 3- Rewards for good decision, factor 4- Use of group
efforts, factor
5- Politics, and factor 6- Resource Adequacy.
In 1999, part-time employees were detected significant difference in factor 1- Multiple
Inputs and Alternatives and factor 2- Problem Identification. Factor 3- Rewards for good
decision shows significant differences changes in many categories such as full time employees,
male employees and employees who are 25 and under. Factor4- Team and use of group
effort-
shows that the positive significant differences is among top management, while a negative is
among department of engineer and security. Factor
5- Bureaucratic Block and Politics shows
many significant differences in such categories as associates, part-time employees, and
employees who have worked in the hotel surveyed less than one year. The last factor-Resource
and Adequacy- shows significant differences in part time employees, employees who are 26 to
35years old, and employees who have worked at the current position 4 to 7 years.
Part III of the questionnaire asked for ranking the top five problem areas in the hotel.
Adequate training to do job was considered being the most problem area in 1999.
Part IV of the survey includes the demographic information about of employees.
The demographics that were used to analyzing the differences are: 1. Type of position, 2. Sex
of employee, 3. Type of employment, 4. Age of employment, 5. Number of years working in
the hotel, 6. Number of years working at the surveyed hotel, 7. Number of years working in
current position, and 8. Department in hotel.
in
This year, the ranking of the top five-problem area changed considerably
from that of
1996 in certain factors and their categories, due to the lack of quality training in the
hotel. It is
noticed that the lack of quality training in hotel was discontinued in 1994. The
factors are
significant in the topic area of training due to an inadequate training. The hotel
should run
more tests to find the impact that the absence of training has on, the work environment of the
hotel. These will then convince the management to reinstate the quality-training program.
Besides, the future study and its outcome will help gain more knowledge in this topic.
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Many service establishments now realize that employees are being looked at as an
organization's first customer. The new management style believes that employees can perform a
quality work if they are given opportunities and healthy working environment. In today's world
workplace, Total QualityManagement stresses the use of teams, especially self-directed teams.
The measurement of variables in the working environment is important because they
can affect individuals directly and indirectly through physical features, organizational structure
and policy, supra personal factors, and social climate (Moos, 1986).
LarryW. Boone and Ralph H. Kilmann (1988) developed a critical incident
questionnaire in order to measure gaps and the processes that support effective decision




Janet Barnard used this questionnaire in 1992 in her research on
"
Decision





to show empirically how decision-making
variables work together to affect organizations success (Barnard, 1992). Barnard's research
shows that the organizational team survey detected differences in the means of two groups
surveyed across the empirically derived 6 factors that affect team decision made in an
organizational environment (Stubblebine, 1995).
In 1993, Joanna Liu used an adapted version of the survey in her pilot study to
measure the decision-malting environment in the meeting planning industry. "The survey
found four significant differences by using two sample t-tests of 0.95 confidence interval
between the means of the respondents concerning the 6 factors in the decision and the
respondents working for independent meeting planning companies regarding factor
5-
Bureaucratic blocks and politics. The second significant was also concerning factor 6-Resource
adequacy and was found between respondents working as meeting planners and respondents
who work for independent planning companies and the thirty only general respondents
(Stubblebine, 1995)
In 1994, the same psychometric instrument was used by
Young-Yee Koo to measure
decision-making structures and process in two local hotels in Rochester. The hotels in this
study conducted corporate TQM training in 1994. Koo's finding was that overall the untrained
personnel had more positive view than the trained personnel, in the areas ofTQM, team work,
decision-making, and guest complaint. In her comparison between hotel A and B, she found
that in hotel B the means of the untrained personnel in factors 1, 2 (problem), 3 (rewards)
were significantly higher than the trained personnel were. In hotel A, the only mean that
trained personnel were higher than the untrained personnel were on factor 6 (resource).
(Sridhar, 1996)
Donald Stubblebine in 1995 used the same instrument to measure decision-making
process and structures in a hotel in Rochester. His studies show the differences in the
processes and structures that support the organizational decision-making from 1994 to 1995.
His findings show that the six factors, as there was an absence in the quality training that was
last done in 1994 (Stubblebine).
In addition, in 1996, Nikhila Sridhar conducted the same instrument by using the
Organizational Team Survey to measure the decision-making in a local hotel in Rochester. The
findings for Sridhar's research show that factor 4 and factor 5 were differed from 1994 to
1996. At the same year, Salaya Chermsirivattana used the same psychometric instruments to
measure decision-making and process at a local 210 room hotel in two sets of years: (1) 1994
and 1996 and (2) 1995 and 1996. The significance of her finding was that the overall trend in
the means between 1995 and 1996 shows a decline in the means in 105 areas while showing an
improve in 69 areas.
Problem Statement
In the period from 1996 to 1999, can changes be detected in the perception of
structures and processes that support effective decision-making in a local hotel?
Purpose
The purpose of this case study is to identify the perceived differences among




which suggests six factors that
affect the decision-making structures and processes. The analysis of change in this case study
will be analyzed in the period ranging fromMarch 1996 to
March 1999.
Significance
The measurement of the decision-making structures and processes are important
because the service nature of the hospitality firm strongly depends on these six factors (input,
problem, reward, group, resource,
and politics). The contribution of the case study is valuable
as it shows how an industrial survey instrument can
be used to measure perceptions of
employees at different hierarchical levels.
Methodology
This case study detects the changes over time in the structures and processes that
support the team decision-making environment in one local hotel. This project is considered
as a developmental research using a longitudinal approach conducted in a present perspective.
The Organizational Team Survey will be used to survey the impact of the six factors
that affect the
employees'
decision-making in the workplace. The data received from the




The samples for this research are all the employees currendy working at the local hotel,
Marriott Thruway Hotel.
Instrument
A psychometric critical incident questionnaire developed by Boone and Kilmann
(1988) will be used to measure the structures and processes supporting
the effective decision
making in the
hotel. The survey is composed
of four parts.
Part one of the surveys deals with asking the employees to
think and write briefly
about a work related decision that the employee was involved in.
Part two, a critical incident questionnaire, consisting
of thirty two statements and
randomly displayed, are divided
into six factors that impact the effectiveness of decision
making in the
workplace. The following are the six factors and the Cronbach's alpha value that
measured the internal consistency of the
items in each factors (Boone & Kilmann, 1991)
1. Inputs: Multiple inputs and alternatives (.68)
Availability and use of information from many sources
Generation and consideration ofmany possible solutions to problems
Willingness of decision makers to try new ideas and take some risks
Freedom to disagree with management
Management support to carry out decision
2.Problem: Problem identification and organization (.69)
Accuracy of problem identification
Establishment of clear objectives as basis for decisions
Efficient problem solving skills of decision makers
Accuracy of information form all parts of the organization
The ease of getting things done be decision makers
3. Rewards: Rewards for good decision (.63)
Relationship between rewards and new ideas
Effectiveness of performance measures
Motivational outcomes of the reward and recognition system
4. Teamwork: Use of group efforts (.62)
Use of individuals vs. group in decision-making
Regulation of decisions by a few powerful people or upper management
Opportunity for input from others
5. Politics: Bureaucratic blocks and politics (.72)
Degree that "red
tape"
and the policies and procedures will control decisions
Resistance to change because of costs
Political activity associated with decisions in the organization
6. Resources: Resource Adequacy (.67)
Access to and reliability of equipment used by decision makers
Adequacy of physical resources to support the decision-making process
In part three, twelve problem areas within the hotel is listed in this section, the
employees were asked to select the top five problem areas, and then ranked them in the order
of 1 being the most probable area and 5 being the least probable area.
In part four, the employees were asked to give their demographic information for data
such as sex, age, and numbers of years in work experience in the hotel industry, position,
current department, and employment status.
Administration
The questionnaire was administered to all the employees, who came to pick up their
paychecks. It was done on a March 26, 1998 on a voluntary basis and confidentialitywas
maintained.
The instrument that was used for surveying the hotel for this case study in 1999 will be
similar to the survey used in the previous
four studies by Koo in 1994, Stubblebine in 1995,
Salaya and Sridhar in 1996.
DataAnalysis
The data found were statistically analyzed through group t-tests to find the difference
between means in the original survey and the new
survey. An SPSS program was used to cross
tabulation analysis. Tables will be created to report the results from the survey.
Hypothesis
A reasonable expectation of this study was that the structures and processes, which
support organizational decision-making, differ from 1996 to 1999. The tested hypothesis is as
follows.
Hypothesis:
H0: Factor Means 1999 = FactorMeans 1996
Ha: Factor Means 1999 * FactorMeans 1996
Assumption
Although the samples have changed due to high associate turnover, the assumption
was that the decision-making environment has remained the same. It was also assumed that
the quality training that the employees have had in 1 994, when first survey was conducted, was
not continued.
Another assumption was that the participants represent from all employee-level of the
hotel, ranging from general manager to part-time employees. All of them should be able to
read and understand English.
Scope and Limitation
This case study looked at the change
in the decision-making structures and processes
at one full service hotel located in Rochester, New York.
The limitation of this case study was the fact that it excessively covers all employees
currently working
in one particular hotel.
Long Range Consequences
If the consequences of an analysis in this case study have an impact on the changes in
the structures and processes of the decision-making environment of a local hotel, another valid
instrument would be introduced to obtain valuable information in the hospitality field.
Additionally, other hotels looking to assess the structures and processes of the decision
making environment are highly recommended to use this tool.
Definition of team
1- Longitudinal study: A research over a period of time to measures the rate of change in a
sample.
2. Self directed teams: A group of employees who is responsible for managing and
performing theirs works to achieve a defined output.
3. T-test: The statistical procedures used to test whether two means or averages.
4. Critical incident (psychometric) survey: A technique ofmentalmeasurement that can be
compared to a snapshot of how the participant feels about a situation at a giving time
(Stubblebine, 1995).
5. Team training: The refinement of skills and knowledge that are specific to the group
environment that characterizes a team.





As this study is in the fourth year research in decision-making environment, the
literature review covered in this project will be a summary and more update version of the
study of Stubblebine, Salaya and Sridhar. The following topics are team in workplace,
communication in organization and team training.
The literature review of Stubblebine shows historical issues that have shaped the decision
making process in organizations. He notes that the trends for decision-making over time have
shifted from quality circles to Total Quality Management (TQM) to self-managing teams.
Quality circle is a small team of volunteers who regularly meet to address quality problems
and solve them. However, quality circles can not be used effectively. The major reason is their
inability to gain a perspective or to adapt to external problem. Therefore, the quality movement
moved toward to Total QualityManagement, which can be used for problem solving in
organizations. TQM is a system of activities directed at achieving satisfied customers, empowered
employees, higher revenues, and lower costs. This
management style touches on the use of group
decision-making. However, self-directed managing teams have become more popular to handle
decision-making in complexity phenomenon in organizations
today.
A self-directed team is a group of two or more people,
who shared decision-making powers
and responsibility for
significant aspects of their individual job. The traditional organization is
considered to be unsuitable for the business of today and tomorrow. To be successful, organizations
need to develop the self-managing
teams. The most two important principles that can help build
teams are providing a core
set of skills and providing ongoing training. However, self-managing
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teams are not always successful. The success in this area depends on ensuring that the organization
is ready for self-managing teams, that the purposes of teams are clearly understood, that resources
are devoted to their development and introduction, and that conditions are created that enable the
teams to continue to develop and to meet their goal. If these criteria are in place, then self-managing
teams can be highly effective (Stubblebine, 1994).
Salaya's literature reviews focuses on a significant trend in a group decision-making. She
points outs out that in present competitive environment, the "customer comes
first"
is gradually
fading and what has become strong is the idea that employees are their first customers. The goal of
completing customer satisfaction is achieved through satisfied employees by satisfying the physical,
psychological, and educational needs of the employees with the right office equipment and
motivational tools.
She also touches on the significant of empowerment. The meaning of
"empower"
is to
authorize, to delegate, or to give legal power to someone. According to psychological need,
empowerment refers to the belief that one has control or can influence decisions. Empowerment
deals with participative, management techniques such as management by objective, quality circles
and goal setting by subordinate as the mean of sharing power or delegating authority.
Empowerment occurs when power goes to employees who then experience a sense of ownership
and control over their jobs.
To create an empowerment environment, organizations need to provide trust and support,
information, resources and training, follow-up measurements, and reinforcement to employees.
Organizations in which employees consider themselves empowered are those that rely strongly team
and teamwork. A self-directed team is known as an approach to re-empowerment. It is defined as a
highly group fully responsible for turning
out a well-defined segment of finished work. Today's
organizations have moved toward teams because more people realize that empowered teams provide
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a way to accomplish organizational goals, to increase productivity, flexibility, and improved quality
and customer satisfaction. Salaya ends up her literature reviews with the most important
keys to
make team successful, using clear goals and good communication (Salaya, 1996).
Sridhar provides a more update version in her literature reviews. The additional topics are
decision-making, team environment and management theory. Organizational decision process is a
significant role on organizations succeeds. Using "organizational team
survey"
to identify the
decision-making process in an organization, researchers found two interesting results of the
questionnaire: It points outs the theoretical model to be a several factors which relate to the non
rational of decision-making in an organization. Multiple inputs and problem identifications
include
fundamental principles of good management. They involve the establishment of clear objectives,
provisions ofmanagement support, and recognizing effective lines
of communication and authority.
Larry w. Boone and Ralph H. Killman state
that organizational decision-making process is closely
interrelated that they can not be
considered independently.
Team-based organization is being used in today's world. Any group
of employees is not a
"team". The group must go
through a change process to begin functioning as the team. Sridhar
states that there are stages of group
development and roles in-groups that various people play. Team
development is ongoing process,
not a single day's event.
There are some essential criteria for the
formation of teams such as sharing of information
among team memberships,
open communication,
recognition of the vision and mission statement,
training and
team leader.
In the field ofmanagement, many
theories have come and gone. There are three strategic
styles have dominated the last
three decades. Those are "the planning
style"
in 1970, "a visioning
in 1980, and "a learning
in 1990. Each style had its pitfalls. To succeed in the
competitive environment,
organizational skills are very
crucial to survive in the future. There are
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three essentially organizational skills, which are sensing, awareness and responsiveness (Sridhnar,
1996).
Team in workplace
Nothing is clearer than the fact that we now live in a rapidly altering, fastmoving,
hyper-complex world that is too much for a single individual to track, understand and deal
with unaided. Survivors in this turbulent epoch are finding that teamwork and cooperation
ignite and fuel the engines of the individual and enterprise, and make a new level of
competency possible (Barrett, 1992).
Almost all businesses aim for the same objective, satisfaction, and company
profitability. Rapidly changing and complex challenges-customer demands, new technologies,
global economies, redefined workforce values, and increasingly tougher competitors make
staying ahead
in today's work world seem like being in a race that never ends (Byham, 1992).
Competition is a key factor in the business world. Every firm
attempts to supply not only
excellent product but also descent service to customers. Many organizations have tried to find
the best way to
structure an organization to compete most effectively in the
future. In effort to
be more competitive, and meet customer's
needs more effectively, organization have moved
toward team-based structures (Recardo, 1996). Teamwork has
been one of the organization's
most significant activities for achieving
excellence performance.
A team is a group of
people who are committed to attainment
of a common
objectivity, who
work well together and enjoy doing so, and who
produce high quality results




management stresses the use of
team, especially
self-directed teams. Self-directed team is defined as a highly group fully
responsible for turning out
a well-defined
segment of finished work. This team approach is
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known to combine both leadership and management style (Salaya, 1996). Teams are necessary
to achieve many the desired results in the organization, but the problem is how to build a
teamwork in order to meet organization's goal.
Team building
Team building has been described as the process of planned and deliberate
encouragement of effective working practices while diminishing difficulties or blockages,
which interfere with the team's competence and resourcefulness. In other words, team
building is the process of getting a group of diverse individuals to work together effectively as
a team (Stuckenbruck, Marshall, 1985).
To build a team in workplace, in order to be effective, the organization needs to start
with a clear vision of the team's goals and a well-defined strategy on how to
attain those
insights into the strengths, limitations and startingwith a leader, developing a clear
understanding of the chemistry among
team members, unraveling possible areas
of conflict
and knowing how the team fits in with
the company's overall goals (Greenberg, 1996).
Guidelines for producing the
successful team building are as steps below.
In the first step, team members have
to develop a list of suggested interview questions
relating to
goal clarity, work process,
role clarity, decision-making process used by the group,
problem solving, communications,
and conflict management. Once this list finalized, the team
should consensus from the team on the
team building process to be used and agree on process
outcomes. In the second step, team
members will be interviewed to become familiar with the
team's function and objectives,
and to identify team
issues and concerns. Open-ended
questions can be used in this
step. The third step is
Data Analysis. The issues will be
categorized into general
themes and sub-themes. After the data have been collected, a
13
summary should be written and disseminated to all team members. Team Strategy session is
the following step. Each issues and problems will be defined and ranked by team members.
The symptoms of problems will be separated from their root causes. When consensus has
been reached regarding the root causes ofmost important and issues, the meeting should
focus on identifying a list of potential solutions to the problems. The fifth step is action
planning. This step is to bring about the desired changes. A good action plan should identify
the key tasks or steps to be completed. It also should states who is responsible for each step,
resource requirement, and the starting and completion dates. This document should be
distributed to each team member, serve as a map to focus effort and hold individuals,
responsibilities. The last step is Follow-up. To assess team progress, a review
session should
be hold at from three to nine months after first experience.
14
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According to a survey done by the
Industrial Research Institute, companies who have had
experienced with team, especially
self-directed teams, identify that the important factors that
make team successful are goals, communication,
customer involvement, team structure,
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resource, management support and behavior, facilitation, leadership style, training, and
recognition.
From previous research, Salaya (1996) says that "Team works well when they understood
what is important, and knew what are their responsibility. Training, recognition and facilitation
are obviously have some impacts, but they are not as important as clear goals and good
communication."
Communication in organization
Teams, formed in communication and teams, achieve excellence in performance only
when they excel in their communication. (Cushman, 1 993)
Communication is a social process of the broadest relevance in the functioning of any
group, organizations or societies. The concept of communication has been defined in many
ways. Although all these differ to some extent, they appear to be agreement that interpersonal
communication is a process that includes the following sequence of steps:
1 . Encoding
- the sender encodes a message in such a way that receiver can
understand it.
2. Channeling
- the message is transmitted through selected channels, such as the
face-to-face communication, the telephone, a memorandum, or a conference.
3. Decoding
- the receiver interprets the message and that gives it meaning.
4. Feedback - the receiver responds to a sender's message with an understandable
return message. (Yeatts,1998)
Thus, communication is more
than simply transmitting a message. It includes the
complete cycle of encoding a
message by a sender, transmitting it through a medium, decoding
the message by a receiver, and
then acknowledging receipt
and understanding of the message
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by a receiver through feedback (holt, 1990). Communication with in the team was found to be
related to the team's work process, environment, design, and the team member characteristics.
Building effective team communications
Basically, the successful team requires effective communications within the team and
between the team members and all-important outside contacts (Stuckenbruck, 1985). A
healthy communication system encourages an exchange if ideas up, down, and across
organizational lines. To establish this type of communication system, there must be a free flow
information. A free flow information provides open communication, which enhances
decision-making and problem solving. Open communication also establishes mutual trust and
respect among all members of an organization and is a key to developing a knowledgeable and
committed organization capable to achieve its goal.
Team Training
Training is an important part of
teams'
development. Team members must be trained
in skills to allow them to function together. Basic skills thatmembers must be trained to work
effectively are conflictmanagement, communication,
problem solving, and decision-making.
Meanwhile, facilitators and supervisors must be trained to
work with team. There are new
skills that supervisors will need to help the teams to be successful. Coaching and counseling
are skills that a manager must learn to help the work teams.
The purpose of training is to develop certain behaviors and
skills as well as to establish
new processes and roles. There needs some
time to apply those new behaviors and processes
on the job. Too much training all at
once becomes overwhelming and impedes the transfer of
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learning. The goal is applying new behaviors and processes in the workplace (Donovan,
Michael, 1996).
According to Stubblebine (1994), his research suggests some guidelines that should be
considered when developing and implement training. There are core set of skills and ongoing
training. Stubblebine focuses on team members training, not leader training. Organizing into
self-directed teams requires combination of planning, selecting the right team members and
leaders, designing teams for success, training continuously, and carefully managing the shift of
power responsibilities from leaders to team members (Wellins, 1992).
Leader training
Leader training is a significant part of the successful team. Basically, both team and
group leaders require the same skills as team members. Nevertheless, they will require the
additional skill building in areas such as encouraging initiative, coaching for success,
reinforcing, effective performance, overcoming resistance to change, managing conflict, and
developing collaborative relationships.
Shared leadership
If team leaders are going to be
successful in team building, the concept of shared
leadership is a very useful way for team leaders to
view their jobs. Shared leadership is more
than just participatory management;
it involves actually letting the team take over as much of
the leader ship role, as they
will accept.
Leaders need the skill and the confidence to handle new ideals in such a way that
maintains the motivation and
commitment of both the individuals and teams involved
18
(Wellins, Byham,Wilson, 1991). The workplace of tomorrow will require leaders who are
versatile, which is, flexible and adaptive enough to succeed within an ever-changing
environment. The guideline skills for the versatile leader are as follows:
Skill 1: Rapid response. Leaders need to know how to get immediate access to
information and performance feedback. Making fast decision and quickly responding
to changing demands are required from leaders.
Skill 2: Sharpfocus. Versatile leaders need to precisely communicate goals, roles, and
expectations.
Skill 3: Stress busting. Leaders are expected to recognize the warning sign of employee
burnout and to help workers dealwith high-stress situations.
Skill 4: Strategic empowerment. Leaders need to both empower workers with authority and
information, and enable them with successful self-management skills.
Skill 5: Staffjuggling. Leaders need to learn to manipulate team assignment and know
how to realign workers quickly to meet performance
goal and staff availability.
Skill 6: Team building. The ability to form team in
an environment ofworkplace





This case study is to detect the changes in the structure and processes that support the
effective decision-making environment, which occurred between 1996 and 1999. The results found
were the comparisons of the means complied from Organizational Team Survey conducted by
Salaya in 1996 to those found in 1999. The significant changes that have occurred among the six
factors were viewed at concerning the demographic in formation from part IV (Table 1).
The answers of the questionnaires were analyzed through t-Tests with P-values between 0.10
and 0.001. This significance was taken into consideration due to the low sample size. As a result,
seventeen comparisons were found to have statistically significant differences. The means for Part II
of the questionnaire used Likert scale of 1 to 5, 1 being strongly disagreed and 5 being strongly
agreed. The six factors also used the same scale. The results found from section II are presented in
Table 2-8.
Part III of the questionnaire displays the ranking of the problem areas. The scale 1 to 5 was
used: 1 being the most severe and 5 being the least severe. Therefore, the mean closet to 5 was
considered the most concerned problem while the mean that displays the fifth largestwere
considered the least concerned problem. The results found from section III are presented in Table
10.
Lasdy, either the associates that can be
classified into a long-term strategic or a day-to-day
operational decision made a list of the decision. These two types of decisions show the differences
to which the decisions are made.
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Table 1- Demographic Data ofRespondents
1996 1999
Frequency Sample Frequency Sample
(%) N (%) N
Sex
Female 44.6 37 59.4 38
Male 55.4 46 40.6 26
Age
25 & Under 25.9 21 46.9 30
26-35 39.5 32 17.2 11
36-45 18.5 15 10.9 7
46-55 9.9 8 21.9 14
56 & Over 6.2 5 3.1 2
Yrs working in Indus
Under 1 65.6 39 65.6 42
1 to 3 9.4 18 9.4 6
4 to 7 3.1 8 3.1 2
8 to 11 4.7 7 4.7 3
12 & Over 17.2 12 17.2 11
Yrs in Surveyed Hotel
Under 1 50.0 40 73.4 47
1 to 3 28.8 23 3.1 2
4 to 7 5.0 4 6.3 4
8 to 11 6.3 5 4.7 3
12 & Over 10.0 8 12.5 8
Yrs in Current Position
Under 1
1 to 3 63.3 50 76.6 49
4 to 7 22.8 18 4.7 3
8 to 11 3.8 3 7.8 5
12 & Over 6.3 5 6.3 4




Associates 69.4 50 81.3 52
Department
Executive officer 19.7 14 12.5 8
Rms Division 28.2 20 46.9 30









Category 1: Type ofPosition (table2)
Between 1996 and 1999 comparison, there were two significant differences in the means
among GM/Director/ Manager/ Supervisor regarding factor
3- Reward and Recognition and factor
4- Use of group effort. In factor 3, the P-value was 0.076 with a t- value of -1.90. P-value is
significant at the 0.10 level. The mean for factor 3 increased from 2.52 in 1996 to 3.06 in 1999
displaying degree of freedom at 15.65. In factor 4, the P-value was 0.019 with a t-value of -2.54. P-
value is significant at the 0.05 level. The mean for factor 4 increased from 2.39 in 1996 to 2.94 in
1999 displaying degree of freedom at 21.96.
In factor5- bureaucratic blocks and Politics-, the significant difference was among associates.
The P-value was 0.042 (t- value of -2.06) which is significant at the 0.05 level. The mean had
increased from 3.08 in 1996 to 3.44 in 1999, showing degree of freedom at 90.50.
Among the rest of the factors and their categories, there were no significant differences. The
range of P-values found for this demographic topic between these years ranged from 0.019 to 0.899.
(A detailed listing of all values for this category is in Appendix B)
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Table 2
Comparison ofFactors Means by Type of Position
sample size
(N=)































significant at the 0.10 level
significant at the 0.05 level
significant at the 0.01 level
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Category 2: Sex ofEmployee (table 3)
Concerning sex table 3, there was a significant difference in the mean among the male
employees regarding factor
3- Reward for good decision. The P-value was 0.087 (t-value of -1.74)
which shows significance at the level at the 0.10 level. The mean for factor 3 had increased from
2.71 in 1996 to 3.04 in 1999, showing 65.82 degree of freedom. There was no significant difference
in other factors and their categories. The P-value ranged from 0.087 to 0.996.
(A detailed listing of all values for this category is in Appendix B)
Table 3 - Comparison of Factors Means by Sex ofEmployee
sample size
(N=)











significant at the 0.10 level
*+
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 3: Type of Employment (Table 4)
Between 1996 and 1999 comparisons, six significant differences of the means were detected.
The first significant difference was among full-time employee shows
in factor 3- Reward for good
decision- with an increase in the mean from 2.73 in 1996 to 3.08 in 1999, displaying 84.88 degrees of
freedom. The P-value was
0.024(t-value of -2.29)
which shows significance at the 0.05 level.
The second significant difference was at factor 6-Resource Adequacy with and increase in
the mean of 3.15 in 1996 to 3.46 in 1999, showing 94.69 degree of freedom. The P-value was 0.045
(t-value of -2.03) which
shows significance at the 0.05 level.
24
The third significant difference was among part-time employee shows in factor1 -Multiple
inputs and alternatives with a decrease in the mean of 3.67 in 1996 to 3.14 in 1999, displaying 23.33
degree of freedom. The P-value was 0.039 (t-value of 2.18) which displays significance at 0.05 level.
The fourth from these two-year was at factor2- Problem Id and Organization. The mean
shows a decrease from 3.88 in 1996 to 3.20 in 1999 with 24.98 degree of freedom. The P-value was
0.008 (t-value of 2.90) which displays significance at 0.01 level.
The fifth significant difference between 1996 and 1999 was at factor 5- Bureaucratic blocks
and Politics- with and increase in the mean of 2.89 in 1996 to 3.43 in 1999, showing 20.06 degree of
freedom. The P-value was 0.089 (t-value of
-1.79)
which shows significance at the 0.10 level.
The sixth significant difference from these two-year was at factor 6- Resource Adequacy.
The mean shows a decrease from 3.85 in 1996 to 3.23 in 1999 with 15.13 degree of freedom. The P-
value was 0.059 (t-value of 2.95) which displays significance at 0.01 level.
Among the rest of the factors and their categories, there was no significance. The range of P-
values found for this demographic topic between these years ranged from 0.008 to 0.999.
(A detailed listing of all values for this category is in Appendix B)
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Table 4 - Comparison ofFactors Means by Type ofEmployment
sample size
(N=)























































significant at the 0.10 level
significant at the 0.05 level
significant at the 0.01 leve
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Category 4: age of Employee (Table 5)
Between 1996 and 1999 comparison, there were two significant differences among two
different age of group. For age 25 & under, the significant difference was at factor 3- Reward for
good decision. The mean had increased from 2.47 in 1996 to 3.30 in 1999 with 41.01 degree of
freedom. The P-value was 0.002 (t-value of
-3.26) which displays significance at 0.01 level.
For age 26-35, the significant difference was at factor 6- Resource adequacy. The means had
increased from 3.20 in 1996 to 3.73 in 1999 with 18.02 degree of freedom. TThe P-value was 0.060 (t-
value of
-2.01) which displays significance at 0.10 level. Among the rest of the factors and their
categories, the values did not show significance difference, (a detailed listing of all values for this
category is located in Appendix B ). The range of the P-value found for this demographic topic went
from 0.002 to 0.952.























significant at the 0.10 level
significant at the 0.05 level
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 5: Years working in Hotel Industry (Table6)
Tables 6 shows the significant difference in factor 5-Bureaucratic blocks and Politics
displaying a t-value of -2.22 and
P-value of 0.030 at significant the 0.05 level. Degree of freedom
was 70.07. An increase in the mean, from 3.01 in 1996 to 3.45 in 1999 was seen. Among the rest of
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the factors and their categories, there was no significant difference. The range of P-values found for
this demographic topic between these years ranged from 0.030 to 0.912.
(A detailed listing of all values for this category is in Appendix B)




mean t-value df p-value
Politics
1996 35 3.01
Under 1 vs. 1999 38 3.45
-2.22 70.07 0.030**
significant at the 0.10 level
significant at the 0.05 level
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 6: Years working at surveyed Hotel (Table7)
Between 1996 and 1999 comparison, there was one significant difference among the groups
of employees who have working at the hotel under
one year. The significant difference was at
factor5-Bureaucratic blocks and Politics. The mean had increased from 3.06 in 1996 to 3.50 in 1999
with 79.40 degree of freedom. The P-value was 0.023 (t-value of -2.31) which displays significance
at 0.05 level.
Among the rest of the factors and
their categories, there was no significance. The range of
P-
values found for this demographic topic between these years
ranged from 0.023 to 0.933
(A detailed listing of all values for this category
is in Appendix B)
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mean t-value df p-value
Politics
1996 40 3.06
Under 1 vs. 1999 42 3.50
-2.31 79.40
0.023**
significant at the 0.10 level
significant at the 0.05 level
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 7: Years in Current Position (Table8)
Between 1996 and 1999 comparison, there were two significant difference among two
groups. The first one was the employee who has worked in their current position for one to three
years. Factor 3 showed a P-value was 0.018 (t-value of -4.26) which displays significance at 0.05
level. The mean had increased from 2.47 in 1996 to 3.60 in 1999 with 3.44 degree of freedom.
The significance in the second group occurred among
the employees who worked in their
current position for four to seven years. Factor 6-Resource and
adequacy- exhibited a P-value was
0.043 (t-value of -3.10) which displays
significance at 0.05 level. The mean had increased from 2.89
in 1996 to 4.08 in 1999 with 3.52 degree of freedom. The range of
P-value for this demographic
topic went from 0.018 to 0.960.
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Table 8 - Comparison of Factors Means byYears in Current position
sample size , ,r i




Under 1 vs. 1999 3 3.60
Resource
1996 3 2.89






significant at the 0.10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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Category 8: Department (Table 9)
The eighth category distinguishes among different departments within the hotel (table9).
Within this division, factor 4-Use of group efforts- showed significant difference among the
Engineer and Security Department. The P-value was 0.084 (t-value of 1.98) which displays
significance at 0.10 level. The mean had decreased from 3.08 in 1996 to 2.29 in 1999 with 1.98
degree of freedom. Among the rest of the factors and their categories, there was no significance.
The range of P-values found for this demographic topic between these years ranged from 0.084 to
0.993.
(A detailed listing of all values for this category is in Appendix B)




LT . mean t-value dt p-value
(N=)
Teams
, !ooo \ o'oo ^8 1-98 0.084*
Engineer/security vs. 1999 4 2.29
significant at the 0.10 level
significant at the 0.05 level
significant at the 0.01 level
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Strategic and Operational Decisions
Strategic decisions given in the survey are long term options, taken to fulfill the need for a
hotel as a whole. TThe operational decisions tend to be short term, quickly rectified answers
to
problems that occurred at a particular moment in time. The number of employees who answered
this part of the questionnaire was 27 out of a possible 35. From the 27 appropriately answered
questions, 20 were classified as an operational decision while 7 were classified as a strategic
decision.
TThe data from part 1 is listed in table 1 1
,
which separates the strategic, and operational
decisions made by the participants within each department. The four department




Executive Office (N = 5 )
Operational
Offered to make a map and give direction for a guest.
Changed a complementary bottie of champagne to a sparking grape juice for a pregnant bride.
Provided an unhappy guest with an award of 10,000 bonus points.
Change the standing policy regarding the blizzard.
Strategic
How and when to distribute year of service pins.
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Table 11- Continued
Food and Beverage (N = 11 )
Operational
Credited a GNS after speaking with a guestwho was charged incorrecdy.
Took an order upon himself or herself for a guest who was irritated that she/he had not been
waited yet.
Asked to have a co-worker relocated.
Stayed late to help oncoming shift get a fair staff on the evening.
Notified about the changes and recovered all missing groups, when there was many shifts
added to the schedule.
Ran no taste of petals (and only one feature) due to being short of stuffed.
Complemented a meal and apologized for the inconvenience if customers found something
wrong with food or
restaurant's service.
Strategic
Increased more available schedule to pick up more
hours.
Adjusted schedules for facilities and provided safety equipment to
make the hotel child
friendly for weekend and summer
guests.




Had banquet captains workmore and did all
staff training
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Table 11 - Continued
Room Division (N = 9 )
Operational
Discounted a guest who has no name on a group list.
Switched schedules with co-worker without telling manager.
CaUed guest in a lost and found item before they realized they lost something..
Complemented food for guests due to the delayed delivery.
Complemented fruits to the guest, as they were disappointed that the hotel no longer provided
fruits as usual.
Decided alone to move guest luggage.
Complemented a snack and tea for an unhappy guest
Decided to leave the hotel and pick up a guest at a restaurant.
Strategic
Used the best judgement to choose which task should be done first.
Engineer & Security (N = 2 )
Operational
Decided to delay drywall until a leak was fixed
Strategic
Decided to hire an applicant to fill a vacant position.
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Ranking of the Five Problem Areas
The top five problem areas have changed the ranking order of importance. Table 10 displays
the ranking from 1996 compared to 1999 with the top five from each year highlighted. In 1996, staff
turnover was the first concerned problem area showing the mean of 1.66. The second highest
concern was the finance with the mean of 1.62, followed by motivation displaying the mean of 1.44
supplied and materials at 1 .22. The last greatest area among the five was adequate training to do the
job with the mean of 1.21.
In 1999, the most concerned of problem area was adequate training to do the job with the
mean of 2.23. This problem had moved up from the fifth problem in 1996 area to the first biggest
problem in 1999. A logical explanation for this movementwould be the discontinuation ofQuality
Topics Training Programs in 1995. Staff turnover went down from being the first problem in 1996
to the second biggest problem in 1999 showing the mean of 2.16. Motivation had remained in the
third problem with the mean of 1.97. Supplies and materials was perceived to be the forth problem
area showing the mean of
1.48. Finally, the issue that the mean had gone up to be the fifth concern
was guest complaints with a mean of 1.45.
In 1996, staff turnover was the biggest problem area; therefore, this had created adverse
effects on training of new
staff. Subsequendy, in 1999, the biggest problem was adequate training to
do the job, and staff turnover had remained in the
second problem. Again, a continuation of staff
turnover did not only
effect the adequate training to do the job, but also brought down the
guests'
satisfaction. As shown in Table 10, the means of guest complaint have increased from 1996.
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Table 10 - Ranking of Problem Areas in 1996 and 1999
Variable
1996 (N=83) 1999 (N=64)
Mean Rank# Mean Rank#
Adequate training to do job 1.21 (5) 2.23 (1)
Staff turnover 1.66 (1) 2.16 (2)
Motivation 1.44 (3) 1.97 (3)
Supplies and materials 1.22 (4) 1.45 (4)
Guest complaint 1.07 1.48 (5)
Good knowledge 0.58 1.20
Company policies 1.10 0.97
Finance 1.62 (2) 0.92
Paper work 0.50 0.81
Safety in working place 0.50 0.78
Equipment 0.92 0.63
Computer 0.45 0.36




There was a differed in many instances between the year of 1996 and the year of 1999, based
on Boone and Kilmann's six factors that constitute the structures and processes that support
organizational decisional making.
THE SIX FACTORS
The null hypothesis was rejected in 17 instances, which displayed significance differences
comparing between the year of 1996 and the year of 1999. Seventeen comparisons were found to
have statistically significant difference with P-value between 0.10 and
0.01.
Factor 1- Multiple Input andAlternatives, showed significance between 1996 and 1999
Factor 1- Multiple Input and Alternatives has a significance difference among part-time
employees between the year of 1996 and 1999. There is a decrease in the input level and the level of
finding alternative solutions to problems among
the part time employees in 1996 and 1999. This
gives a logical explanation that the part-time employees feel as though they do not have their says in
how a decision is made.
Factor 2- Problem Identification and Organization, showed significance between 1996 and
1999
This factor refers to the structures such as the
appropriate use of skills, the reliability of
information used when making the decision,
and how accurate the obstacle is distinguished. The
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area that changed was among part time employees between the year of 1996 and 1999. The declining
means from 1996 is a negative sign. The employees may need more training to identify problems
easier.
Factor 3- Rewards for Good Decision, showed significance between 1996 and 1999
Rewards for Good Decision shows five areas where significant changes were made between
two years. The changes significandy in the following categories are:
1. Type of position (General Manager, Manager and Supervisor)
2. Male employees
3. Full time employees
4. Age (25 and Under)
5. Number of years at the current position (1 to 3 years)
There is an increase in factor 3 in each instance showing a positive trend by having an
increase in the mean for factor three. An increase in the means for this factor shows an
improvement in the motivation to performwork.
Factor 4- Team and use ofGroup ofWorks, showed two significance changes in categories.
1.GeneralManager, Manager and Supervisor
2.Department (Engineer and security)
There is an increase in the Team and use ofGroup ofworks among the generalmanager, the
manager and the supervisor. An increased in the means for this factor shows an improvement of
using of group ofworks
and teams, which is a positive trend. The increase can be seen just among
the general manager, the manager
and the supervisor. This implied the impact that training had on
the top management
employees. Contrary to this, there is a declined in the team and use of group
effort in the engineer and security
department. Employees who work in this department feel that
their work is using fewer
groups in decision-making.
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Factor 5- Bureaucratic Blocks and Politics, showed significance between 1996 and 1999
1 . Associates
2. Part time employees
3. Number of years working in the hotel industry (under 1)
4. Number of years working at the Marriott Thruway hotel
(Under 1)
There is an increase in factor five in each instance displaying an increase resistance to change
from 1996. This shows the impact that lack of training has on the employees and management as it
resulted in increased hierarchy among management and employees.
Factor 6- Resource Adequacy, showed significance between 1996 and 1999
1 . Part time
2. Age (26 to 35)
3. Number of years at the current position (4 to 7)
Resource Adequacy showed three significant changes. The means decreased from 1996 to
1999 among part time employees. They feel that the resources that are needed to do their work are
not readily available. TThe reasons for the perceived differences between the two years may be due to
the lack of replacing or repairing equipmentwhen
needed. This factor could have an adverse effect
upon the guest if the resources to serve that guests are not there.
At the same time, there is an increased among employees who have been there from 4 to 7
years and employees who are 26 to 35 years of ages. They feel positive about the resources that are
provided for them to do their job as the means increased from 1996.
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CONCLUSIONS
In conclusion, the perceived differences among employees at the surveyed hotels were
identified using Boone and Kilmann's "Organizational Team Survey". The six factors that affect the
decision-making structures and processes detected a change from 1996 to 1999. Therefore, the
hypothesis stating that the decision-makingwould differ from 1996 to 1999 is found to be true with
regard to 17 out of possible 180 demographic categories (9%). TThey differed among the hierarchical
levels and independent variables being the demographic information.
The overall trend of the means between these two years shows a decline in the means in 79
areas while displaying an improvement in 100 areas. Factor 1-The Inputs and Alternative is
perceived by most employees to be the most negative factor means trends as it shows a decrease in
21 areas (70%) from 1996 to 1999. Following factor 1 are factor 5-Bureaucratic Blocks and Politics-
with an increase in 19 (66%), factor 4-The Use of group Efforts-with a drop in 16 categories (53%),
and factor 2-Problem Identification and Organization factor- with a decrease in 15 areas (50%).
There are two positive factor means trend that are seen to be improves. The first factor is factor 3-
Rewards for Good Decision-with an increase in 22 areas (73%). The second factor is factor 6-
Resource Adequacy-with an increase in 21 areas (70%).
The explanation to the declining ofmany factors is due to the lack of continual quality topic
training. The results have show that, between 1996 and 1999 results, the number of decreased is
higher than those from 1996 to 1999. Evidently, many employees feel that factor 1, 2, 4, and 5 have
gone down from 1996 to 1999. Factor 3-Rewards for Good
Decision- and factor 6-Resource
Adequacy-seem to be improving in the employee's perception. It shows that the reward system in
the hotel had been reviewed. However, factor 5-Bureaucratic Blocks and Politics, which used to be a




It can been seen from the ranking of the problem areas that the biggest problem area in 1999
was adequate training to do the job. The staff turnover was ranked the second: it had gone down
from the biggest problem in 1996 to the second problem in 1999. Training is going to be an issue
when staff turnover is a large problem area. An over abundance of new employees may effect the
training program. Guest complaints have risen, which also may be an attributed to staff turnover.
When new employees are trying to serve the guestwith inadequate training, complaints are likely to
happen.
I would like to suggest the hotel to reinstate the topic of training programs that obtain
employees involved and motivated to work. The absence of the training since 1994 could cause
future decline in the employee's knowledge to perform an exceptional job. Furthermore, I strongly
recommend the hotel to review a principle of good management; for example, the establishment of
clear objectives by management, provision ofmanagement support to facilitate decision
implementation, establishment of recognizable and effective lines of communication and authority,
and assignment of individuals with relevant skills and knowledge to perform decision-making tasks.
Further study would be to
conduct with this same survey again one year later to check an
improvement, or areas that may need more attention.
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Note To Participant Participation in this study is voluntary. All specific information
collected in this survey will be seen only by the researcher, Ed Stockham Ph.D. A
summary of findings will be reported to themanagement ofMarriottThruway Hotel.





Before answering the questions on this survey (Part II), please think about a recent work
related decision you made either alone or with a group; then, provide a brief description
(one sentence or phrase) of that decision below. Any decision made by you aJone or in a
group, (such as comping a room ormeal, setting up a room or banquet differently,
changing work schedules, buying supplies, etc.), regardless of its success, is okay to use.
Write the description in the space below
Use this decision as a point-of-reference when
you answer the questions on the pages that follow.
(PmnissK.n to use the 32 Hems in Part II
was granleo. lo L-. Stockham by L. Boone. Burin** Inarch institute.)
*., rywarrf Slockham. Ph.R, Roches
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1 <; a 7 ; > a > u
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Part II
INSTRUCTIONS: Keeping the decision you described above in mind, please read the following
statements. Then decide to what extent you agree or disagree with each statement. Circle the
response that best describes what you think Please answer all of the items.
Circle: NA= not applicable; SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; U = uncertain;
A = agree; SA = strongly agree.
1 . Decisionmakers have adequate access to equipment like calculators, computers,
telephone, kitchenequipment, carts, tools, etc to allow them to do goodwork.
NA SD D U A SA
2. Peoplewho offer good ideas are fairly rewarded. NA SD D U A SA
3. Decisionmakers want to hear different points of view. NA SD D U A SA
4. Management provides enough support to carry out decisions. NA SD D U A SA
5 . People involved in decisionsmake sure they identify the real (right) problem. NA SD D U A SA
6 . It is easy
to get things done because decisionmakers knowwho is in charge andwho to
ask for help.
NA SD D u A SA
7. Peopleworking on problems have the skills needed to solve them. NA SD D u A SA
8. There is a lot of "red
tape"
to go through before anything can be accomplished.. NA SD D u A SA
9. Peoplewhomake good decisions receive the rewards they deserve. NA SD D u A SA
10. Decisionmakers have access to relevant information from all parts of the hotel. NA SD D u A SA
1 1 . The equipment (calculators, computers, tools, video and conferencing systems, etc.) used
to aid decisionmaking in this hotel works reliably.
NA SD D u A SA
12. Oneor a few people dominate decisions in this hotel. NA SD D u A SA
13. This hotel has good ways tomeasure the performance of itsmembers. NA SD D u A SA




NA SD D u A SA
15. Decisions are usuallymade by individuals, not teams of
people in this hotel. NA SD D u A SA
16. The reward system is designed to benefitmembers
who solve the hotel's problems. NA SD D u A SA




etc. to support gooddecisionmaking.
NA SD D u A SA
1 8 . There are toomany policies and
procedures controlling
decisions. NA SD D u A SA
1 9 . Employees are encouraged to try new ideas in
this hotel. NA SD D u A SA
20. Changes are usually
opposed in this hotel because they cost toomuch. NA SD D u A SA
21 This hotel often uses special




NA SD D u A SA
22. Adequate rewards are provided to
encourage employees to offer new ,deas. NA SD D u A SA
1995 Edward Stockham, Ph.D,
Rochester Institute of Technology Rochester,
NY 14623 Pfconr 7 1 6 47 5 2 820
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Circle: NA=not applicable; SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; U = uncertain;
A = agree; SA = strongly agree.
23 . Information about a problem is obtained from many different sources. NA SD D U A SA
24. Information about problems is accurate.
NA SD D U A SA
25. There is a lot of political activity when decisions are made. NA SD D U A SA
26 . Clear objectives are set for decisions . NA SD D U A SA
27. Decisionmakers arewilling to take some risks. NA SD D U A SA
28 . Associates feel free to disagreewithmanagement NA SD D U A SA
29. People are encouraged to discuss problems with other hotel employees whenmaking
decisions.
NA SD D U A SA
30. There are a few powerful people in this companywho always influence decisions. NA SD D U A SA
31 . Many possible solutions to problems arc generated and considered. NA SD D U A SA
32 . Important decisions are usuallymade by uppermanagement only . NA SD D U A SA
Part III: Rating ofProblemAreas
Based on your past experience, please pick the top 5 problem areas in your operation from
the list below
and rank hose 5 areas from 1 (most probable area) to 5 (the fifth
probable area).




AdequateTraining to do the Job
Enough Supplies andMaterials to do Job
Motivation to do Job better
Staff Turnover
Computer System






.,995 Edward Stockham, Ph.D.,
Rochester institute of Techno.ogy Rochester,
NY 14623-^7 16 475 2820
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Part IV: Additional Information for DataAnalysis
The information you provide below will be held in strictest confidence and used only for data
analysis. We truly appreciate your voluntary participation in this assessment of the hotel's
workplace environment.
Sex: Female D Male D
Age: Under 25 D 26-35 ? 36-45 O 45-55 ? over 56 ?
Number ofYearsWorking inHotel Industry: 0-3 O 4-6 D 7-9 O 10-12 D over 13 D
Number ofYearsWorking in this Hotel: 0-3 ? 4-6 D 7-9 D 10-12 D over 13 O
Number ofYearsWorking in Current Position: 0-3 D 4-6 D 7-9 ? 10-12 D over 13 D
Title ofyour Current Position is:
Name of your Current Department: .
Youwork Full Time D or PartTime Q
We appreciate your voluntary participation in this study conducted by Rochester Institute of
Technology, Food, Hotel andTravelManagement Programs.
B199S Edward Stockham, Ph.D., Rochester
Institute of Technology Rochester, NY 14623 Ph, 7 1 6 47 5 2 82 0
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Appendix B
Detailed Tables for t-Tests
(Tables 2 through 9)
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significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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significant at the 0.10 level
significant at the 0.05 level
significant at the 0.01 level
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significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***










































































































































significant at the 0.10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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significant at the 0.10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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Table 6 - Detailed t-Test Comparison of Factors Means by Years



















































































































significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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significant at the 0.10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***




























































significant at the 0. 10 level
significant at the 0.05 level
significant at the 0.01 level
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Table 7 - Detailed t-Test Comparison of Factors Means by Years



















































































































significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
61







































































































significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
* * *





















































significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***















































































significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
* * *





















































significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***

























































































































































significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***












































































































significant at the 0. 1 0 level
* *
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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